WASHI NGTON METROPCLI TAN AREA TRANSI T COWM SSI ON
SI LVER SPRI NG MARYLAND

ORDER NO. 15, 589

IN THE MATTER OF: Served May 15, 2015
EXACT ENTERPRI SES | NC., Suspension ) Case No. MP-2015-029
and I nvestigation of Revocation of )
Certificate No. 1249 )

This matter is before the Conmmi ssion on respondent’s response
to Order No. 15,443, served March 9, 2015, revoking Certificate No. 1249
pursuant to Article X, Section 10(c), of the Conpact.

Under the Conpact, a certificate of authority is not wvalid
unless the holder is in conpliance with the Conmission s insurance
requirenents.? Commi ssion Regulation No. 58 required respondent to
i nsure the revenue vehicles operated under Certificate No. 1249 for a
mnimum of $1.5 mllion in conbined-single-limt liability coverage
and maintain on file with the Comrission at all tinmes proof of
coverage in the form of a WWATC Certificate of Insurance and Policy
Endor sement (WVATC I nsurance Endorsenent) for each policy conprising
the m ni mum

Certificate No. 1249 was rendered invalid on February 4, 2015,
when the $1.5 mllion primary WV/ATC | nsurance Endorsenment on file for
respondent terninated without replacenent. Order No. 15,377, served
February 4, 2015, noted that Certificate No. 1249 would be subject to
revocation if respondent failed to file the necessary insurance
endorsenent(s) and pay a $100 late fee on or before March 6, 2015.
Instead of conplying, respondent filed a request for a 60-day
extension of time on Mirch 2, 2015. The extension was denied and
Certificate No. 1249 revoked in accordance wth Regulation
No. 58-15(a) in Oder No. 15,443 on NMarch 9, 2015.

On April 6, 2015, respondent filed an application for
reconsi derati on of Order No. 15, 443.

Title Il of the Conpact, Article X II, Section 4(a), provides
that: “A party to a proceeding affected by a final order or decision of
the Conmmission may file within 30 days of its publication a witten
application requesting Conmi ssion reconsideration of the nmatter
i nvol ved, and stating specifically the errors clainmed as grounds for
t he reconsi deration.”

! Conpact, tit. Il, art. XIl, 8§ 7(g).



“When seeking reconsideration of a revocation for failure to
conply with Regulation No. 58, a carrier nust file both the
application and the necessary endorsenment(s) wthin the 30-day
statutory filing period.”? Respondent, therefore, had until April 8,
2015, to file an application for reconsideration and the necessary
endor senent (s) . The application was tinely filed, but respondent has
yet to file the necessary insurance endorsenent(s) and pay the $100
| ate fee.

Accordingly, the application for reconsideration is denied.
T 1S SO ORDERED.

BY DI RECTI ON OF THE COWM SSI ON; COWM SSI ONERS BRENNER AND HOLCOMVB:

WlliamS. Mrrow, Jr.
Executive Director

21nre E.B. Lino. and Transp. Servs. LLC, No. MP-08-201, Order No. 11,795
(Jan. 13, 2009); In re Lee Coaches, Inc., No. MP-07-224, Oder No. 11,170
(Feb. 26, 2008). See also Regulation No. 58-15(b) (Executive Director nay
reinstate certificate only if necessary endorsenent(s) and late fee paynent
are tinmely tendered).



